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I.

Minutes: Approval of the April 20 and April 27 1993 Exec utive
(pp. 2-7).

II.

Communication(s) and Announcement(s):

III.

Reports:
A.
Academic Senate Chair
B.
President's Office
C.
Vice President for Academic Affairs' Office
D.
Statewide Senators

IV.

Consent Agenda:

v.

Business Item(s):
A.
GE&B course proposal for PHYS 211, et al.- Vilkitis, co-chair of the GE&B
Committee (p. 8).
B.
GE&B course proposal for WS 411- Vilkitis, co-chair of the GE&B Committee

minutes

(p. 9).

C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Curriculum proposals-Bailey, chair of the Curriculum Committee (to be
distributed).
Resolution on the Calendaring System-Kennedy, Chair of the Ad Hoc
Committee to Study the Calendaring System (mailed under separate cover) (p.
10).
Resolution on Priority Registration-Freberg, chair of the Registration and
Scheduling Committee (pp. 11-12).
Resolution on Faculty and Student Awareness of Ethnic Diversity Concerns
Thompson, co-chair of the Student Affairs Committee (pp. 13-16).
Resolution on Paper Use-Naretto, chair of the Resource Use Committee (p. 17).

VI.

Discussion:
Electronic "newpaper"-Keetch, Chair of the English Department.
A.
B.
Faculty involvement in the planning of a Charter Campus.
C.
Consultative committee to Dr. Koob regarding budget reductions.

VII.

Adjournment:
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General Education and Breadth Proposal

2. PROPOSER'S DEPARTMENT

1. PROPOSER'S NAME

3. SUBMITTED FOR AREA (include section, and subsection if applicable)

1S . l.CL
4. THIS PROPOSAL IS FOR:

I
I

New Course
Change to an Existing GEB Course
Existing Course Proposed for Addition to GEB

II

5. COURSE PREFIX, NUMBER, TITLE, UNITS, DESCRIPTION (follow catalog format)
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6. SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND REMARKS
On 2/19/93, the Area B Subcommittee recommended AGAINST this proposal on the
1
grounds that (1) upper division courses that can be used to satisfy GE&B
!
should appear in. the catalog; ( 2) that consistency in listing courses as meeting :
GE&B should be followed (so that such courses are similarly designated both in j
the front of the catalog and in the back under course descriptions); and that
'!
(3 ) some departments specify one GE course rather than others in the same
category as best meeting their needs.
i
I

7. GE & B COMMITTEE RE CO MMENDATIONS AND REMARKS

!
iI

Late Winter Quarter, 1993, the GE&B Committee voted to support the recommendati9 n
of the Area B Committee--i.e., in opposition to this proposal. We base our
recommendation on the grounds stated by the Subcommittee.

8. ACADEMIC SENATE RECOMMENDATIO N

Academic Programs: 7I 18/90

General Educ%tion and Breadth Proposal

1. PROPOSER'S NAME

Carolyn Stefanco

2. PROPOSER'S DEPARTMENT

History

3. SUBMITTED FOR AREA (include section, and subsection if applicable)

D.4.b.
4. THIS PROPOSAL IS FOR:

=X

New Course
Change to an Existing GEB Course
Existing Course Proposed for Addition to GEB

5. COURSE PREFIX, NUMBER, TITLE, UNITS, DESCRIPTION (follow catalog format)

WS 411

Women, Race and Class

Interactive roles of ethnicity, gender and class on the lives of individual
women, and society as a whole. Examination of social conditions faced by
different groups of contemporary women and the diverse ethnic an~ class
heritages with which they shape their lives. 3 lectures. Prerequisite:
WS 301, one course in SOC or WS, upper division standlng.

.•.

··.

6. SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND REMARKS

Subcommittee D unanimously recommended approval of this course on 2/4/93.
This class meets the criteria for inclusion in D. This class addresses
human behavior, has a western and nonwestern perspective, and discusses
the issues of race, women and class in historical and contemporary contexts.

7. GE & B COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS AND REMARKS

The GE&B Committee recommended endorsement of the Subcommittee response on
4/14/93. As with the Subcommittee, we are impressed with this class, its
broad focus, interdisciplinary orientation, and the fact that it will also
(we assume) meet the cultural pluralism requirement.

8. ACADEMIC SENATE RECOMMENDATION

Academic Programs: 7/18/90
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, California

AS-93/
RESOLUTION ON
THE CALENDARING SYSTEM

RESOLVED:

That the Academic Senate receive the "Report of
the Ad Hoc Committee to Study the Calendaring
System" and endorse its recommendations.

·'

Proposed By: Academic Senate
Executive Committee
May 11, 1993
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, California
AS- -93/
RESOLUTION ON
PRIORITY REGISTRATION
Background Statement: The current registration system recognizes the following priorities
(using fall quarter enrollment data):
*Note: The only segment affected by thi s resolution is the "gradua ting senior"
classification in Group II. All other gro ups will remain the same.
Group I:
Disabled Students (mandated by law)
Athletes during their quarters of competition/
other priority students/ET and HE students (c ampus policy)
New students
subtotal
Group II:
Graduate students
Graduating seniors
subtotal
total registered prior to alphabetic rotation

500
350
3.100
3,950
1,200
2.800
4,000
7,950

Group III:
alphabetic rotation of continuing students/former students

GRAND TOTAL

15,700

Current campus policy, as stated in the Schedule of Classes, states that "all students are entitled
to TWO terms of priority registration before they graduate." However, once a student
qualifies, senior priority is maintained until graduation.
Due to the variability in the way different departments manage senior project, inequities exist
across campus in the number of priority quarters available to students . In some programs,
students may only qualify for one quarter, whereas six to seven quarters are common in other
programs. The equity designed into the alphabetic rotation is compromised when nearly a third
of all seats in classes have been committed prior to the start of Group III registration.
Maintaining accurate records of "trigger courses" when curricula change every two years is a
cumbersome task for Records personnel. In addition, Records must process a volume of special
requests from department heads regarding individual cases. Simplification and automation of
the priority system would increase the efficiency of this department. Current technology
already in place allows for students to choose to implement priority registration for a particular
quarter via CAPTURE. No other administrative processing would be necessary. Campus
registration policy is moving toward student responsibility for enrollment. Allowing students to
choose their priority quarters is consistent with this trend. Student representatives to the
Registration and Scheduling Committee have expressed their support.
In response to these factors, the Academic Senate Instruction Committee and the University
Registration and Scheduling Committee respectfully submit the following resolution.
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AS- -93/
RESOLUTION ON
PRIORITY REGISTRATION
WHEREAS,

Current published policy states that "all students are entitled to TWO terms of
priority registration before they graduate;" and

WHEREAS,

Students are known to have used "senior priority" for as many as seven quarters;
and

WHEREAS,

One-quarter to one-third of all resources are committed prior to the opening of
the alphabetic rotation during registration; and

WHEREAS,

Procedures for qualifying students for "senior priority" are variable and
inequitable across the campus; and

WHEREAS,

Procedures for accurately qualifying students for senior priority are cumbersome
to administer; therefore, be it

RESOLVED:

That all undergraduate students shall be eligible for a total of three and only
three priority quarters, to be chosen by the student after having completed three
quarters in residence.

Submitted by the Academic Senate Instruction
Committee and the Registration & Scheduling
Committee
April 15, 1993
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, California
AS-93/
RESOLUTION ON
FACULTY AND STUDENT AWARENESS OF
ETHNIC DIVERSITY CONCERNS
RESOLVED:

That the Academic Senate approve the attached
report and recommendations entitled "A
RECOMMENDATION TO THE ACADEMIC SENATE ON FACULTY
AND STUDENT AWARENESS OF ETHNIC DIVERSITY CONCERNS
FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE"; and, be it
further

RESOLVED:

That the attached report and recommendations
entitled "A RECOMMENDATION TO THE AC~DEMIC SENATE
ON FACULTY AND STUDENT AWARENESS OF ETHNIC
DIVERSITY CONCERNS FROM THE STUDENT AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE" be forwarded to President Baker for his
consideration and implementation.

Proposed By:
The
Academic Senate Student
Affairs Committee
May 11, 1993
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A Recommendation to the Academic Senate
on
Faculty and Student Awareness of Ethnic Diversity Concerns
from the
Student Affairs Committee

President Baker announced at Fall Conference that the issue of educational equity
and cultural diversity will be the top priority of his Administration this year. In a
related ac~ion, the Academic Senate passed a resolution last year to address concerns
over ethnic diversity (AS-369-91/EX). To this end, the Academic Senate requested
that the Student Affairs Committee study ways and means of promoting ethnic and
cultural diversity among the student body and faculty and make appropriate
recommendations. This issue has been investigated during the 92/93 Academic
Year. The conclusions of the committee are summarized in the following
recommendations to the Academic Senate.
.•

Background
The resolution of the Academic Senate identified six areas of concerns:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

"the low graduation rate of ethnic minorities
the need to increase the number of underrepresented students
the need to create ways to retain underrepresented students
a need to increase the number of underrepresented faculty
the need for curriculum changes to reflect ethnic diversity; and
the need for faculty cultural sensitivity."

Many of these issues have been addressed by the university Educational Equity
Committee in their report "Education of the Cal Poly Community of Cultural and
Gender Issues." They outline existing campus programs aimed at educational equity
and recommend strategies to improve respect for ethnicity. The Student Affairs
Committee strongly agrees with their conclusions, especially those pertaining to
administrative leadership and fiscal support to ensure measurable change.
Though each of the six areas is important, the Student Affairs Committee felt that
some of these concerns are problems of a structural nature in society and the local
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community. For instance, the unalterable fact that San Luis Obispo is so
overwhelmingly European-American and affluent creates a foreign atmosphere for
some ethnic groups. Additionally, our ability to recruit underrepresented faculty is
very limited given the budgets and competition for a very small pool of candidates
in many specializations. The Committee felt that the University should focus its
earliest efforts on the current faculty and classroom environment.
We believe that the role of faculty as instruments of change cannot be
underestirp.ated. They are most influential as role models and the foundation on
which all other areas of concern (items 1-5) rest in some way. To quote from the
Educational Equity Committee report, "... developing a sensitive and collegial
community that is knowledgeable, respectful and appreciative of differences among
cultural and gender groups is crucial to the ultimate success of all Educational Equity
goals and objectives." Significant strides have been made raising awareness of
gender-based issues, however, there is inadequate faculty awareness of problems
involving student diversity. Recent ethnic harassment incidents on'the Cal Poly
campus have underscored this view and heightened the urgency for action.
Incidents have involved both students and faculty.
In one widely known case, a black female was approached by a group of white
students in a classroom context and threatened with abusive racial remarks and told
that "her type" do not belong at Cal Poly . Fear combined with the night class
environment drove the woman to drop the class and seriously consider leaving Cal
Poly. This incident occurred at the end of a class where the instructor had begun
with a brief class discussion of the significance of Martin Luther King Day at which
he was booed. Although the instructor responded forcefully to overcome the
outburst, the instructor was dismayed and uncertain as to the appropriate ways in
which to deal with such blatant and reprehensible behavior.
A prevailing attitude exists that such overt expressions of prejudice do not occur at
Cal Poly. Complacency is tantamount to approval. An immediate and forceful
response by the Administration and faculty is necessary. Faculty must be made
aware of the seriousness of this issue and armed with means for creating an
environment that maximizes the chances of success for all students.
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Recommendation

The committee recommends that
1. President Baker appoint a Diversity Awareness coordinator who will develop

programs designed to heighten faculty understanding of multicultural
situations that occur in a learning environment. This should include a
survey to determine the causes of retention problems among
unde~represented groups.
2. The coordinator will cooperate with the deans to conduct semi-annual
workshops during which faculty are provided with the necessary knowledge
and skills to serve an increasingly diverse student body.
3. Possible formats for such a Diversity Awareness program include live staged
situations in which students from various ethnic backgrounds participate.
The proposed staged situations might include examples of both successful and
unsuccessful interaction between students and faculty.
4. The faculty be fully informed by competent authorities as to what their
prerogatives are in maintaining a classroom atmosphere in which cultural
differences are respected by all students.
5. The university provide the needed funds to successfully implement the
proposed Diversity Awareness program.
6. The university institute a Diversity Awareness program for incoming
students. Planned activities in association with WOW might be an
appropriate vehicle for the proposed program.
Concurrent with increased faculty and student awareness of diversity, the
committee recommends that the university expand its efforts to improve
recruitment and retention of underrepresented students through programs such as
MESA and START.
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Adopted:
ACADEMIC SENATE
OF
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIVERSITY
San Luis Obispo, California
AS-93/
RESOLUTION ON
PAPER USE
WHEREAS,

The need for reducing the amount of paper used is well-established; and

WHEREAS,

The need for recycling the maximum amount of paper which is used is also
well-established; and

WHEREAS,

Certain types of recyclable paper bring a higher price than other types and is
thus more in demand; therefore, be it

RESOLVED:

That the following guidelines be instituted across the campus:
1.

That those distributing reports and other publications consider ways for
reducing the number of copies disseminated (e.g., havjng a single copy
placed on reserve in each department and having the 'department
chair/head decide whether printing other copies is warranted);

2.

That both sides of a sheet of paper be used when reports and other
publications run two or more sides;

3.

That university personnel consider using paper smaller than 8-1/2 x 11
where the information can be conveyed in a lesser space;

4.

That the university gradually increase the use of electronic mail;

5.

That recycled paper be purchased (and used) when feasible;

6.

That the university generally refrain from using non-recyclable paper;
and

7.

That white paper which is more highly valued by recyclers be given
preference by users over colored paper.

Proposed By: The Resource Use
Committee
May 11, 1993
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State of California

MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 7, 1993

To:

ACADEMIC SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

From:

Jack D. Wilson, Chair
Academic Senate

Subject:

Program Review and Improvement Committee

gDvv'

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN ELECTED TO THE PROGRAM REVIEW
AND IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE FOR THE 1993-1994 COLLEGE YEAR:
Faculty elected to the
Program Review and Improvement Committee:
CAGR
CAED
CBUS
CENG
CLA
CSM
Adm
Senate

Joseph Montecalvo
Thomas Ballew
David Peach
Robert Heidersbach
John Culver
Roxy Peck
Glenn Irvin
VACANCY

(Food Sci/Nutri)
(Arch Engr)
(Management)
(Materials Engr)
(Political Sci)
(Statistics)
(Academic Programs)
(member at-large)

term:
1993-94
1993-95
1993-94
1993-95
1993-94
1993-95
Ex Officio
1993-94

Associated Student, Inc.
California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo
RESOLUTION 93WHEREAS:

ASI is the recognized spokesperson for the Cal Poly students, and

WHEREAS:

The students at Cal Poly are the consumers of their education and
have the right to educate themselves on what they are receiving for
their money, and

WHEREAS:

The Cal Poly student body has expressed a need and a desire for a
student-teacher evaluation program, and

WHEREAS:

ASJ has conducted two pilot programs which have demonstrated the
students' desire for this program, and

WHEREAS:

The evaluations would be used for student purposes--as a means to
"know" about their future professors, and

WHEREAS:

ASJ would like the help and support of the faculty in the coordinating
process of the program.

THEREFORE
BElT
RESOLVED:

ASI and the Academic Senate create a joint task force of students
and faculty to develop and implement an evaluation instrument and
program,

THEREFORE
BE IT FURTHER
RESOLVED:
So named evaluations would not be used for tenure, promotion or
Jay-off of faculty members, but used solely for the benefit of
educating the students about future professors and their teaching
styles.

r

State of California
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Memorandum
To

San Luis Obispo
California 93407

Jack Wilson, Chair
Academic Senate

From

E. J. Carnegie, Head
Agricultural Engineering Department

Subject :

Budget Implications from the PSY/HD Proposal

Date

:

7 May 1993

Copies

:

T Bailey

The summary of WTU changes cannot be substantiated. A course that is changed to an elective
only does not mean that it will not be offered. If a course is not required by any major and will not
be offered then it would seem appropriate to drop the course from the catalog. Some courses
that are scheduled for unit changes were not included in the analysis. The actual class load for
this year and last year were used as a base for most of the calculations. It would seem
reasonable if two classes serving the same student population and having the same course
classification would require the same WTUs to teach. That assumption was also used to

Course
HD102
HD128
HD130
HD209
HD296
HD298
HD306
HD308
HD351
HD421
HD461 ,462
HD463
HD464

PSYand HD
Major Changes
for HD only
M
M
Lee to Act
M Psy Opt in PSY
M
HD Major was 299
Elective only
Elective only
HD Major
M
HD Option
Changed to PSY380
Changed to PSY419,420,421
HD Major, Change in units
M
Drop 4 sec last year
Drop

PSY252
PSY254

M
M

PSY256
PSY304
PSY329
PSY380
PSY405
PSY419
PSY420
PSY421
PSY457
PSY458
PSY461
PSY462

M
M
M
M
op
op
op
M
M
M
M

PSY Major Add unit, was 402
PSY Major Add unit, was 253
Should have same load as 252
New course same load as 252
PSY Major
PSY Majors only + 1 lee,+ 1 act
Changed HD351
PSY Major
old HD 421
old HD 421
old HD 421
New course PSY Major
PSY Major
New course PSY Major
New course PSY Major

change
Units Old
New
(6.0)
3
9
3
0.9
3.9
3
3
(5.3)
4 act
42.4 37.1
(5.0)
5
10
5
(3.0)
6
3
3
(3.0)
6
3
3
(6.0)
3
9
3
(3.0)
3
6
3
( 3. 0)
4
3
0
12
0 (12.0)
3
4
80
20 (60.0)
(8.0)
2
8
0
(3.0)
3
0
3
4
4

18
3

20
8

4
3
5
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
1
3

0
12
13.2
0
12
0
0
0
0
12
0
0

12
15
16.8

8
9
6
3
3
9
9
4
60

Total Change

2.0
5.0
12.0
3.0
3.6
8.0
(3.0)
6.0
3.0
3.0
9.0
(3.0)
4.0
60.0
(3.8)
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State of California
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California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, California 93407

MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 7, 1993

To:

ACADEMIC SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

From:

Jack D. Wilson, ChairC\1)1J}
Academic Senate
'()

Subject:

Program Review and Improvement Committee

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN ELECTED TO THE PROGRAM REVIEW
AND IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE FOR THE 1993-1994 COLLEGE YEAR:
Faculty elected to the
Program Review and Improvement Committee:

term:

CAGR
CAED
CBUS
CENG
CLA
CSM
Adm
Senate

1993-94
1993-95
1993-94
1993-95
1993-94
1993-95
Ex Officio
1993-94

Joseph Montecalvo
Thomas Ballew
David Peach
Robert Heidersbach
John Culver
Roxy Peck
Glenn Irvin
VACANCY

(Food Sci/Nutri)
(Arch Engr)
(Management)
(Materials Engr)
(Political Sci)
(Statistics)
(Academic Programs)
(member at-large)

California Polytechnic State University
San Luis Obispo, California 93407

State of California

MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 7, 1993

To:

ACADEMIC SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

From:

Jack D. Wilson, Chair
Academic Senate

Subject:

Program Review and Improvement Committee

gDuv'

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS HAVE BEEN ELECTED TO THE PROGRAM REVIEW
AND IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE FOR THE 1993-1994 COLLEGE YEAR:
Faculty elected to the
Program Review and Improvement Committee:
CAGR
CAED
CBUS
CENG
CLA
CSM
Adm
Senate

Joseph Montecalvo
Thomas Ballew
David Peach
Robert Heidersbach
John Culver
Roxy Peck
Glenn Irvin
VACANCY

(Food Sci/Nutri)
(Arch Engr)
(Management)
(Materials Engr)
(Political Sci)
(Statistics)
(Academic Programs)
(member at-large)

term:
1993-94
1993-95
1993-94
1993-95
1993-94
1993-95
Ex Officio
1993-94
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COMMI'ITEE TO STUDY THE CALENDARING
SYSTEM

SUBMITIED BY

nNABAILEY
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EUEL KENNEDY, CHAIR
SUEKEIHN
WALLY MARK
ALISSA NEILSON
DENNIS NULMAN
VICKI STOVER
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REPORT OF THE AD HOC
COMMITTEE TO STUDY THE CALENDARING SYSTEM

Introduction
In 1982, Jim Simmons, Chair of the Academic Senate, asked the members
of the Senate's Long Range Planning Committee to investigate academic
calendars. The committee's efforts resulted in the presentation of a resolution to
the Academic Senate requesting a change from the quarter system to the
semester system. The first reading of the resolution in the Academic Senate led
to a spirited discussion which suggested the need for more study. However, the
proposal was withdrawn prior to the second reading. The possibility of the
reorganization of departments and schools, and GE&B considerations during
the subsequent two years may have resulted in the Long Range Planning
Committee's decision to not reconsider a calendar change.
Vice President Robert Koob, based on recommendations. from the
Academic Senate and various campus constituencies, issued a memorandum on
October 27, 1992 that instructed the formation of an ad hoc committee to study
the calendar system and examine alternative calendar formats. The
memorandum directed that the committee's recommendation(s) are to be
reviewed by the Academic Senate, the Academic Deans' Council and Staff
Council prior to the end of the current school year. The recommendations of
these bodies, as well as the Committee's original recommendation(s), are to then
be forwarded to President Baker for his consideration.
The committee was charged with identifying issues related to a possible
calendar change and making a recommendation in late March, 1993, from the
following options:
•
•
•
•

retain the present quarter system without any modifications
retain the present quarter system with modifications
conversion to a three semester (trimester) system
conversion to a two semester, plus summer sessions system
Calendar Systems in American Colleges and Universities

An annual publication of the American Association of Collegiate
Registrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAO), the Academic Calendar Study, by
Orville Walz, ·President of Concordia College, provided the data for Table 1.

3

The data reflects academic calendars in effect in United States institutions
during the year 1992-1993.
TABLE 1
ACADEMIC CALENDAR SYSTEMS IN USE
Calendar System

Traditional Semester
Early Semester .. . ..
Quarter ....... ...
Trimester .........
4-1-4 ............ ..
None of the Above .
Totals . . . . . .

United States
Number
58
2252
848
94
268
177
3699

%of Total
2
61
23
2
7
5

California
Number
21
163
93
18
34

26
355

%of Total
6
46
26
5
10
7

California/
United States
Ratio as a Percent
36
7
11
19
13
15
355/3699=10%

During the four year period 1970-1973, there was a 50% turnover in
calendar systems in American colleges and universities. Typically, during the
past 15 years, an annual turnover rate of about 3% has been the norm. The chart
above indicates that 61% of the nearly 3700 institutions prefer the early semester
calendar (the 23rd consecutive year that the early semester calendar system
registered net gains). The traditional semester calendar, which was in use in
36% of universities and colleges in 1970-71, "seems headed for extiqction" with
a current usage at only 2% of the institutions. In 1992 -1993, the early semester
calendar continued to experience significant gains with a net increase of 66
institutions, while the quarter calendar experienced a net loss of 36. For the past
twenty years, the quarter calendar has stayed in the 22% to 26% range with a
slight gradual decline since the mid 1980s. The trimester calendar was in use at
4% of the colleges and universities in'1975, but has gradually dropped to its
current level of 2 percent.
For reasons that are not apparent, California has 36% of all the traditional
semester calendars, 19% of the trimester calendars and 15% (26 of 177) of the
"other" calendar systems. These are, respectively, 300%, 250% and 150% greater
than the national averages for these calendar systems. Those higher numbers
came at the expense of the lower than expected numbers of California
institutions on the early semester system calendar, since nationwide, 61% of
colleges and universities are on early semesters, but California has only 46% on
early semesters.

Early Decisions on Process
It is apparent that calendar changes are a frequent occurrence at American
colleges and universities. In the two decades since 1970, 3236 calendar changes
were made among an average of 3093 institutions. However, there are very few
publications addressing instructional or financial aspects of such conversions. A

'
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major component of the committee's charge was to· gain as much insight as
possible into the opinions of the campus community regarding the calendar
system and determine the support for either retaining the current system or
changing to an alternative system. In its consideration of various calendar
models, the committee agreed that each model would have to meet the
following criteria:
· ·
use standardized quarter or semester units (500 minutes of instruction
for each quarter unit and 750 minutes of instruction for each semester
unit);
·
• permit year-round operation (current state funding is for a calendar
year, and assumes there will be a summer term);
• be sufficiently flexible with regard to starting times so that a
synchronization occurs with high school and community college
calendars;
• the entire campus would be on the same calendar (with the possible
exception of "non-state supported sessions); and
• the regular terms (as opposed to sessions or summer terms) would be
balanced and designed to minimize the disruption of interterm
breaks.
•

TABLE2
CALENDAR SYSTEM TIME UNITS
Calendar System

Standard
Lecture Unit

Length of
Term

Vacation
Days

Current four quarters (4Q)
Three semesters or trimester (35)
Two semesters plus sessions (2SPS)

50 minutes
60minutes
50 minutes

10weeks
12.5 weeks
15 weeks

26 days
39 days
37 days

Each system has 12 holidays overall and five final exam days per term.
In theory, the 4Q and 3S calendars are similar and could permit a balanced
year-round use of facilities. The main Oifferences are the number of terms, the
60-minute vs. 50-minute lecture unit, and the additional 2.5 weeks necessary to
fit the 3S into a time frame which still permits a break period of reasonable
duration. The most widely used calendar system is the 2SPS where the fall
semester ends just before Christmas. A variety of summer sessions could be
coupled with the semester system.
The committee developed the templates in Figure 1 for each calendar
option to aid in visualization. Trial calendars for each option were developed
and are listed in the Appendix.

Figure 1. Calendar System Time Units
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Subcommittee Reports
In addition to its' communications with the Academic Senate's Curriculum
Committee, the Calendar Committee formed three subcommittees to address
specific concerns. The final report of each of these subcommittees are located in
the Appendix:
·
•
•
•

Subcommittee on Processing
Subcommittee on Scheduling
Subcommittee on Facilities and Energy

Abbreviated Report of the Subcommittee on Processing
Conversion Stage
Preparation for a change of the calendar system would begin with the
development of documentation materials for the electronic conversion of the
various academic data collected and utilized by the offices of Enrollment
Support Services. However, much of the work by Evaluations to prepare for
student advisement for graduation requirements cannot be accomplished until
after the academic units have completed their curriculum conversion activities.
After the new curriculums have been· approved, a minimum interval of one
year should be available to students and staff prior to implementation of a new
system. All informational materials have to be prepared and the information
publicized to students. Other universities have reported that in the year prior to
implementation, there is a "rush" of students seeking to complete their
requirements before the new system begins. This would result in an increased
demand upon staff at the same time that they are devoting their attention to the
preparations for the change.
The amounts of financial aid and awards would have to be reconfigured to
a new calendar system.
There will be a considerable increase in the demands upon clerical support
staff to assist in the preparation of required materials during the rewriting of
new courses and curriculums.
Fiscal Services anticipates that there might be a reduction in revenue to the
campus.
Information Systems expects that the costs involved in rewriting support
programs to accommodate a change in systems would be minimal and would
probably be offset by a new calendar system that involved fewer cycles.
Implementation Stage
It is anticipated that there would initially be an increase in contact between
students and academic staff once implementation of a new calendar began.
There will be a savings in the operational costs associated with processing
tasks related to the reduction of the number of cycles from four to either three to
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two. Not only will there be fewer requests for transcripts, forms and reports,
there will be more time to accomplish tasks before the next cycle occurs.
The Foundation anticipates that income from the El Corral bookstore
would be significantly affected because students would be buying fewer books
and making fewer trips to the · bookstore. Increased "down time" for the
university would not only be disruptive, but would exacerbate the fiscal effects
of the bookstore and might require the reduction or modification of Foundation
services.
Transition Stage
Campus policy allows undergraduate students to use course work up to
ten years old to complete their degree requirements, although Title V provides a
minimum of seven years. Conversion of course work from the quarter system to
a semester system cannot be accomplished through automation because of the
complexity of equating the thousands of courses that would exist in the
previous five catalogs with the new ~emester courses. Given the continuing
changes to the new curriculum that would naturally occur over a seven to nine
year period, and considering that from 20,000 to 40,000 student evaluations
might have to be prepared during that period, there is undoubtedly a high cost
in training and maintaining staff to evaluate against old and new curriculum.
Abbreviated Report of the Subcommittee on Scheduling
The use of lecture room facilities for year-long course sequences should
not be seriously affected by a change of calendar to 2SPS or 35. However,
demands for laboratory space could increase by as much as 50% in some areas.
This would also have a significant impact on the workload of the technical staff
in terms of laboratory preparation and instrument maintenance.
A 3S calendar, which assumes full-year operation, would have to ensure
that required major courses be offered in the summer as well as other terms.
Historical allocations for room assignments would have to be discarded and a
new plan for room allocation devised as soon as the curriculum became settled.
Current 1 - 3 unit courses could not be easily transferred to a 2SPS system.
Coalescence of courses and topics would be a necessity.
Extended Education and Conferences could have serious problems with a
35 calendar in terms of arranging facilities in non-synchronous time periods.
For a 2SPS system, student fees would rise proportionately, resulting in new
arrangements for payment plans.
Abbreviated Report of the Subcommittee on Facilities and Energy
The Facilities and Energy Task Force considered issues impacted by an
academic calendar change. Overall, the negative and positive impacts evened
out for any one calendar model. Any calendar model that involves windows of
downtime for all facilities creates savings for energy and other necessary costs.

)
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On the other hand, large windows of time when students would be absent from
campus negatively affects revenue generating opportunities for the Associated
1
Students and Foundation. There was general agreement that maintenance and
repair schedules, student assistant work force availability, and work patterns
would be altered with different calendars but with no measurable overall
impact that was positive or negative. The different system would require
adjustment.
Faculty and Staff Surveys
Background
A primary component of the charge to the Committee was to create and
distribute surveys on calendar issues to both the faculty and staff and to collect
and analyze the survey results. Initially, the surveys were designed to focus on
calendar issues, but consultation with the Curriculum Committee of the
Academic Senate resulted in surveys which gathered information for both
committees.
Survey Objectives
The surveys were designed with multiple objectives:
•

to provide some information (fact sheet) to faculty and staff about
calendar systems and the options under study;

•

to gather opinions in a form suitable for analysis (circled responses)
which would give the committee insight into faculty perceptions on
possible relationships between calendar systems and pedagogical
issues;

•

to gather opm10ns in a flexible, commentary form (written
comments);

•

to design a survey that would permit identification of specific issues
relating to calendar or currie~ urn on department and college levels;

•

to obtain information that would aid an Implementation Committee
in the event that a decision is reached to change the calendar system.
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Survey Procedures and Responses
In order to encourage participation, two mailings for each survey were
conducted during March, 1993. A total of 877 faculty and 962 staff received the
surveys, with 481 (55%) faculty and 334 (35%) staff responding to the survey by
the stated deadlines. The following table provides information tabulated from
the college/unit or origin of the returned surveys.

TABLE3
POINT OF ORIGIN OF COMPLETED FACULTY SURVEYS
College/Unit

Agriculture .......
Arch&Env Design .
Business .........
Engineering .....
Liberal Arts .......
Science & Math ...
Cent for Teach Ed ..
All College . . . . . . .
Not Identified .....
Totals .......

Total
College
Facul_!y_

Response~

by
College

130
91
82
150
228
161
18
17
877

Percent of
Responses
by College

Percent of Total
Responses by
College

65
55
51
61
50
51

17.7
10.4
8.7
18.9
23.9
17.0
1.7
0.2
1.5
100

85
50
42
91
115
82
8
1

44

-

-

7

54.8

481

TABLE4
POINT OF ORIGIN OF COMPLETED STAFF SURVEYS
College/Unit
Academic Affairs ........
Agriculture ............
Arch & Env Design ......
Business ...............
Business Affairs .........
Center for Teacher Ed ....
Engineering ............
Foundation ............
Information Systems .....
Liberal Arts ............
Science & Math .........
Student Affairs..........
University Relations .....
Not Identified ..........
Total ............

Responses
per Unit

Percent of
Total

61
20
10
14
58
4
20
1
21
28
16

18

60

1
20

6
3
4

17
1
6

-

7

8
5
18
6

334

)
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The average number of years employed at Cal Poly was fourteen for the
faculty responding to the survey and eleven for staff. In retrospect, the survey
would have been improved had question 17 on the faculty survey been deleted
(ambiguous), and question 29 altered to enable faculty to provide an overall
DIRECT evaluation of the quarter system (in addition to the 3S and 2SPS
calendar systems). As the survey was structured, faculty who favor the quarter
system over the alternatives identified could, in addition to responding
appropriately in Part II of the survey, check the very negative or negative
options for BOTH questions 29.A. (3S) and 29.B. (2SPS), as well as provide
extensive written comments. Consequently, the committee felt that sufficient
options existed for all opinions to be expressed.
Analysis of Survey Results
The large number of written comments, 71% on the faculty surveys and
59% on the staff, resulted in the bifurcation of the study of the results into an
analysis of the circled responses and a summary of the written comments.
George Stanton of the Test Office prepared a report based strictly on circled
responses at the request of the committee. His report, Results of the Faculty
and Staff Surveys Regarding the Calendar System, April, 1993, is in the
Appendix. In addition, a comprehensive printout of the results of the statistical
package used in that analysis was also made available to the committee. The
Figures provided in the following are based on data from these two information
sources.
Discussion of Written Comments
The summary of written comments was carried out independently and
parallel to the analysis of the circled responses. Both faculty and staff surveys
were sorted into the following five categories based on responses to question 29:
•

Pro Quarter: This group (faculty and staff) responded that they
would "hate" (response 1) or "not like very much" (response 2) a
change to either 3S or 2SPS.

•

Pro Semester (2SPS): This group responded that they would "like"
(response 4) or "welcome" (response 5) a change to 2SPS, but
would "hate" or "not like very much" a change to 35.

•

Pro Trimester (35): This group responded that they would "like"
or "welcome" a change to 35, but would "hate" or "not like very
much" a change to 25PS.

•

Pro Both (25P5 or 35): This group responded that they would
"like" or "welcome" a change to 35 or 2SPS.
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•

Indifferent: This group either used "indifferent" (response 3), or
left one or both of the responses to parts 29. A. and 29. B.
unmarked.

The above classification was primarily used to manually "sort" written
comments, and while the results ·summarized below provide insight into the
trends which the analysis of the circled responses revealed, the committee did
not rely on the numerical data in Table 5, but instead the two information
sources cited in the section on Analysis of Survey Results.
TABLES
CLASSIFICATION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Calendar
Option

Total
Number

Pro Quarter ...
Pro Semester ..
Pro Trimester ..
Pro 2SPS, 35 ...
Indifferent ....

155
143
29
116
38

Faculty
Percent
%With
Total
of
Written
Number
Total
Comments ·
32
30
6
24
8

68
73
72
74
70

32
90
46

92
74

Staff
Percent
of
Total

%With
Written
Comments

10
27
14
27
22

59
54
65
72
45

Partial Summary of Written Comments of Faculty Survey
Written faculty comments are provided in the Appendix. In attempting to
identify and categorize specific themes, the overall logic of a particular point of
view may have been weakened. This was not intentional, but was a by-product
of attempting to develop common themes. These common themes were the
basis for the material developed in the section titled "Calendar System Issues".
The following paragraphs provide a sample of reoccurring themes which were
observed in more than 20% of the written comments.
Pro Quarter Written Comments
•
•
•
•

The benefits do not outweigh the massive effort required for the
change.
Semester system is good for instructors and administration, but not
the students.
Total costs are too great to be undertaken in the current budget
situation.
The campus will be totally consumed by curriculum revision and one
year of professional life down the drain.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

The quarter system allows greater flexibility in the curriculum by
permitting a greater variety of course offerings and exposure of
students to a greater number of faculty.
From the perspective of a academic service department, the quarter
system is clearly superior, both in flexibility and ability to combine
courses for various departments.
For master's students it allows for making up prerequisites.
The semester system is wasteful (e.g., slow moving classes, extra
exam period is wasted, too much additional vacation time).
Quarter system better for Professional Colleges, perhaps semester
system better for other colleges.
Quarter system is more intense, more totally immersed experience (a
la Berlitz).
Instructors attempt to condense a semester into a quarter (which is a
plus).
The intensity of the quarter system enables students to better handle
stresses and workloads of industry.
In semester system, student has only 2 opportunities per academic
year for getting courses, an.d dropping or failing a course means
losing l/2 a year.
If inadequate numbers of courses continue to be offered, students will
take a longer time to graduate, not shorter.
Several noted that there are just too many units (GE&B, major and
support courses) required for graduation; excessive GE&B (compare
to UC and other leading schools) and excessive major requirements.
Excess units (all categories) have been caused by CSU's system of
funding allocations. Thus, cwrriculum formula discussions are really
position and funding arguments.
·
A change guarantees further erosion of our technical nature.
GE&B will gain a lot in any change at the expense of former
polytechnic nature of the institution.
GE&B needs a major overhaul (too many units, too little unity or
coherence).

Pro Semester Written Comments
•

The quarter system has a high "fixed overhead" with regard to faculty
administrative processes associated with courses . .
• Courses begin and end too frequently, which results in wasted time
on preliminary set-up and causes undue stress with too frequent
exams and grading.
• The 4Q system detracts from preparation of material for instruction,
which robs students and instructors of meaningful instruction time.
• Too much "red tape" associated with each course (registration,
number of course preps and grading), draconian and senseless
add/drop policies, withdrawals, major declarations, etc.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Every academic unit will have to seriously assess and re-evaluate
curriculum and course offerings for effectiveness which need not be
bad, if we can avoid "turf battles". It would be a "pain in the neck" to
make the transition, but the rewards would be worth it.
The quarter system fosters a narrow focus, which artificially segments
learning. The quarter system is like a conveyor-belt operation, not the
thoughtful, deep-learning experience that a university should be.
Course work is presented better when there is sufficient time to go
into greater depth.
Students need longer gestation time. Not enough time in quarter
system for analysis, synthesis, and applications performance. Design
courses need "ideas" time.
More effective teaching strategy possible with longer time. Semester
system allows for better student/instructor relationships.
Benefits of 2 semester teaching outweigh any additional preparation.
Let's go for it! 2SPS is the only decent system, why wait until1996?
The semester system, with its 15 weeks of classes, allows more
flexible scheduling for faculty, research and professional
development.
Professional meetings are designed around those faculty at 63% of the
universities using the early semester system.
Quarter environment is too intense and people are attempting to
accommodate all kinds of expectations with little consideration for
stress factors which this may place on them.
Stress due to quarter system is barbaric.
Graduation requirements are excessive and should be reduced.
Excessive degree requirements, total units in major, fragmented
GE&B and failure of GE&B courses to add up correctly.
Majors have too many required courses and not enough electives,
which robs students of appropriate flexibility in choosing courses.
Large and rigid number of GE&B requirements, regardless of need,
quality or efficiency.
Partial Summary of Written Comments of Staff Survey

Pro Quarter Written Comments
•
•
•

Perception that students favor quarter.,
Quarters provide easier recovery from "bad" term, less absenteeism.
Quarter forces student to tend to business and prepares for non
academic environment.

Pro Semester Written Comments
•

Compatibility with other institutions - for articulation, graduate
school, summer work, cooperative ventures
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•

Fewer processing cycles, maximizes efficient and workload
distribution.
• Longer academic term facilitates: learn by doing, research, in-depth
knowledge and critical thinking, more student-faculty interaction,
less class time consumed with add/drop, "dead week", finals
• Semester would allow more time for faculty preparation during term.
• Transition from high school to University would be easier for
students. Longer term less difficult for disabled students.
• Circulation for books longer, more library access during term.
• Longer breaks enable students to earn money to finance increasing
cost of education.
• Student assistant training and scheduling more efficient on semester
system.
Problems Frequently Mentioned Without Respect to Calendar System
•
•

'

Availability of classes and schedule of sequenced classes
Too many small unit classes .
Results of Circled Responses

Faculty Survey
A total of 481 surveys provided the following data. However, for each
individual question, it is not necessarily true that all 481 surveys provided a
response.
Questions 10 through 23 identified various instructional issues and asked
the faculty to indicate the system which they believed dealt best with the issues.
Issue classifications are based on which calendar choice received the maximum
percent.
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Figure 2. Issues Best Supported by Calendar Systems
Early .semester (2SPS)
Percent of Support
56%
42%
57%
48%
58%
50%

47%
53%

46%
55%

Issues
Quality (depth) of student learning in a course
Quality (depth) of student learning in an integrated
block of courses
Adequate breadth of topic coverage in a course
Flexibility of topic organization in course
Flexibility in scheduling of student learning
activities (exams, papers, presentations, etc.)
Opportunity for student-instructor interaction in
class
Opportunity for effective student in-class
participation
Students' ability to deal effectively with their
personal problems (illness, absences)
Instructors' ability to deal effectively with
instructional problems
Articulation of Cal Poly's requirements with
students' community college coursework
Quarter System (4Q)

Percent of Support
59%

51%
58%

Issues
Adequate range of course offerings within an
integrated block of courses.
Flexibility of course organization within integrated
blocks/ sequences of courses.
Maximum pressure on students (to produce the
required work)*

*Question 17. was ambiguous as noted by a number of faculty.
In regard to the student-instructor interaction (office hours, informal
meetings, etc.), 43% felt it was independent of the calendar and 38% favored

2SPS.
Question 26. asked faculty to indicate the amount of work that would be
required of them personally in a curricular revision based on a calendar change.
Since the maximum deviation from the mean of 35 and 2SPS was 2%, only the

)
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mean is reported. The response means were: Very fligh (38%); High (28.5%);
Moderate (21.5%); Low (8.5%); Very Low (3.5%).
Question 27, requested information regarding .their departments'
anticipated willingness to make changes in course offerings, scheduling, etc. to
attempt to equalize the number of 'students enrolling for each term (year-round
operation): Yes (41 %); No (6%); Don't Know (53%).
Question 28, asked if faculty would be willing, in general, to accept
assignment to any term in a year-round question: Yes (41 %); No (34%); Can't
Say (24%).
Question 29, enabled faculty (Question 20. on the Staff Survey) to express
their reactions to the early semester (2SPS) and trimester (3S) calendars. The
response range was from, I would welcome it (very positive), I would like it
(positive), indifferent, I would not like it very much (negative), to I would hate
it (very negative). Figure 3, presents the choices, in percents, as selected by the
approximately 460 faculty who responded to question 29.A. (the Trimester
Preference). The very positive and po~itive selections correspond to faculty in
the Pro Both (2SPS, 3S) or Pro Trimester classifications of Table 5. It should be
noted that 54% were negative or very negative, with 14% indifferent regarding
a trimester calendar. Figure 4, illustrates Question 29.B. and provides similar
information for the Early Semester Preference (2SPS). In this case 55% were very
positive or positive, with 8% indifferent.
In view of the positive response to Question 29.B., the next level of detail
was investigated. In Figure 5, the bar chart gives the response range for each

college for the Early Semester. Figure 6, provides the numbers of responses, the
percentages and a pie chart within each college for the Early Semester. Please
observe that the pie charts present the data starting with the very negative
(white), and go around clock-wise, concluding with very positive (gray). Figure
7, takes each response in the range (e.g., Positive), and shows the percent of
faculty from each college which contributed to the positive responses. Thus,
Agriculture had 15% of the positive responses to 29.B., Architecture and
Environmental Design had 10%, Business had 12%, etc..
An alternative view of the above data resulted in Figure 8. The ratios of
(very positive + positive) to (very negative + negative) for those colleges with
ratios greater than 1 are plotted above the main axis in Figure 8. The height of
the bar graph represents the number of total responses from that college. The
ratios of (very negative + negative) to (very positive + positive) for those
colleges with ratios greater than 1 are plotted below the main axis in Figure 8. It
is important to realize that since the indifference responses were quite small in
number, ratios near 1 reflect a somewhat bi-modal distribution, thus, in CENG,
there were 42 (very negative + negative) responses to 38 (very positive +
positive) with 8 indifferent responses. ·

Figure 3.

Faculty Responses to Trimester Preferences (Question 29A)

Very Positive
12%

Positive
20%

Very Negative
21%

Figure 4.

Faculty Responses to Early semester Preferences (Question
29B)

Very Negative
16%

Very Positive
36%

Negative
21%

Positive
19%

8%

Figure 5. Early Semester Preference Responses by College (Question 298)
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Figure 6. Early Semester Faculty Preference by College

Very Negative
Negative
Indifferent
Positive
Very Positive

Percentage
26
31
7
16
20

Very Negative
Negative
Indifferent
Positive
Very Positive

13
17
9
20
41

Arch. & Env.Design

Very Negative
Negative
Indifferent
Positive
Very
Positive
23

9
7
5
24
55

Business

Very Negative
Negative
Indifferent
Positive
Very Positive

21
27
9
16
27

5 Very Negative
11 Negative
8 Indifferent
22 Positive
65 Very Positive

4
10
7
20
59

16 Very Negative
23 Negative
8 Indifferent
18 Positive
13 Very Positive

21

Response Numbers
21
25
6
13
16
Total- 81
6
8
4
9
19
Total- 46
4
3
2
10
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20%
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31%

13%
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18
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8
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Liberal Arts
4%10%
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~ 7%
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Total- 111

Total-78

29
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Figure 7. Early Semester Faculty Preference by Reaction Choice
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A total of 334 surveys provided the following data, but for each individual
question, not all 334 surveys necessarily provided a response. Figure 9 and
Figure 10, represent data selected from the results of the staff survey.
Question 10 through 16 identified various issues and asked the staff to
indicate the system which they believed dealt best with the issues.
Figure 11. Issues Best Supported by Early Semester (2SPS)
Percent of Support
50%
45%
52%
52%
63%
Percent of Support

Issues
Staff's ability to be more productive.
Opportunity for staff to effectively interact with
students.
Opportunity for overall enhancement of student
instructor interaction in class (based on consultation
with students in your position).
Student's ability to deal effectively with their
personal problems (illness, absences).
Articulation of Cal Poly's requirements with
students' community college coursework.
Divided Issues

2SPS (33%), 3S (26%)
Flexibility in scheduling of facilities.
2SPS (35%), No diff. (34%) Opportunity for staff to effectively interact with
faculty.
Question 18. asked staff to indicate the amount of work that would be
required of them personally based on a calendar change. Since the maximum
deviation from the mean of 3S and 2SPS was 1%, only the mean is reported:
Very High (16%); High (18%); Moderate (31.5%); Low (21 %); Very Low (13.5%)
Words of Caution

There are several issues which the committee felt tended to confuse
discussions, perhaps even the survey results, concerning a calendar change. The
newly introduced concept of Cal Poly becoming a "charter" campus affects
opinion and procedure in terms of being free of CSU system constraints in
operation and curriculum design. Effective year-round operation or elimination
of a summer term affects viewpoints on student throughput and efficiency of
operation. Whether the calendar should be adjusted solely for the purpose of
curriculum reconstruction is debatable. The frequent comments regarding
curriculum issues indicates a need for the campus to address curriculum
reform, even if it is independent of a calendar change.

)

Figure 9.

staff Responses to Trimester Preference (Question 20A)

Very Positive
20%

Very Negative
6%

Negative
20%

Positive
24%

Figure 10.

Staff Responses to Semester Preference (Question 20B)
Very Negative
6%
Negative

15%

Very Positive
33%

Indifferent

22%

Positive
24%
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There seems to be consensus that the General Education and Breadth
requirements merit revision and that high unit programs should be scrutinized
in order to lower units, increase the flexibility for both students and faculty, as
well as improve the graduation rates. ·
These issues will eventually have to be addressed satisfactorily in
whatever calendar system we choose or retain.
Calendar System Issues
Issues Independent of a Specific Calendar System Conversion
The following issues were considered independent of the specific calendar
systems involved, for example, excessive unit requirements could have
occurred regardless of the calendar system in use. Issues which seemed
speculative by a majority of the members of the committee were labeled as
conjectures.
A complete calendar system conversion will be labor intensive, have protracted
campus-wide implications, and have high costs (direct and indirect).
•

Excessive units (GE&B, core and support) were frequently the result
of mode and level staffing formulas which in many instances turned
curriculum discussions into position and funding issues.

•

A calendar system conversion should be accompanied· by a major
restructuring of the curricula.

•

Peak levels of conversion related activity as regards curricula and
instructional support will oc;cur during the two years prior to the
conversion. Instructional support units will continue to have high
levels of conversion activity several years after the change.

•

Student concerns regarding the impact of the conversion on their
program requirements will be significant and require extensive
publications, involvement, and communications.

Positive Quarter System (4Q) Features
Curriculum Related Features
•

Quarter system permits two or three unit courses with concentration
on a single theme (specialized courses tailored for three units).

•

Since courses are only 10 weeks in duration, both faculty and
students are on a "tight time frame" to complete the course objectives
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(testing, projects, etc.). The duration of the term promotes effective
time management.
•

The three academic year terms of the quarter system does
accommodate the lab in~ensive curricula at Cal Poly.

Features Beneficial to Students
•

Students are typically exposed to a greater number of instructors and
variety of courses in the quarter system.

•

In the quarter system, the effects of an academic or personal problem
may be limited to one quarter as opposed to one semester.

•

The quarter calendar permits student summer employment through
-the traditional end of the summer (Labor Day weekend), and winter
employment during the December holiday season (post Thanksgiving
and pre New Year's Day).

•

Conjecture: The time frame of the quarter system forces students to
develop "time management" skills which not only helps them meet
course objectives while attending Cal Poly, but prepares them for
their future careers.
,

Features Beneficial to Faculty
•

The quarter system can provide an opportunity to consolidate
teaching time to allow for professional development activities.

Structural Features
•

There is a well defined summer quarter which, in theory, is exactly
like each of the three academic year quarters.

Positive Early Semester System (2SPS) Features
Curriculum Related Features
•

The early semester system, based on 15 weeks of classes, provides a
more flexible learning environment. A longer "gestation time" is
available for analysis, synthesis and evaluation of application
performance.

•

There would be less fragmentation of topics and more continuity in
concepts. In this regard the 3S system is barely longer than the 4Q
(actually 3Q) and not much better.

19

•

More time would be available for Senior Project for both planning
and execution. This is especially important in science and technical
experimentation.

•

Alteration in ct.rrriculum should produce fewer courses to be taken
per student. This is beneficial to the learning process.

•

The curricular revisions would be close to those associated with the
2SPS revision and could be used to address the problems with the
current curricular structure and GE&B.

Features Beneficial to Students
• Easier articulation for transfers.
• -Fewer final exams, registration periods, application forms, etc.
• Longer period of time for new or transfer student adjustment.
• Easier coordination with school districts for student teacher
assignments.
• Greater chance at regaining status in a course after an illness or
personal problem of short duration.
• More continuity in supplementary employment due to only two class
schedules per academic year ..
• More time to form a teacher-student rel~tionship and student study
groups.
• Earlier entrance to summer employment.
Features Beneficial to Faculty
•

•

•
•

The Semester System has lower "fixed overhead" as regards faculty
administrative processes associated with courses. While the SCU
generation will need to remain equivalent (to that of the quarter
system), the number of courses/faculty member/ academic year will
be less with a corresponding decrease in the total number of
instructional processes related to enrollment and grading. Michigan
State had a 20% reduction in their total number of courses in a quarter
to semester conversion. Cal Poly offered 2850 courses in the 1992/93
academic year and 3200 in 1991/92. Total sections in 1991/92 were
11,500.
Since the early semester system has been adopted at more than 60% of
American colleges and universities, conferences, sabbaticals and
research opportunities for faculty are more likely to be scheduled to
coincide with the early semester calendars.
Reduction of stress due to intensity and demands of quarter system.
Better opportunity for coordination with public school system in
terms of family vacations, needs of single parent households.
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Features Beneficial to Academic Support
•

•
•

The Semester System has lower "fixed overhead" as regards campus
wide administrative processes such as registration and scheduling,
academic records functions, financial aid functions, student accounts
and resources which support those processes as a result of the
reduction from 3 registration cycles to 2 during the academic year.
Extended Education could find facilities and times to schedule
courses, conference, etc. during SS and long interterm breaks.
The unit values would be compatible with other institutions for
transfer students since they would be regular semester units. This
would ease articulation and could speed throughput of transfers.

Positive Trimester System (3S) Features
Curriculum Related Features
•
•
•

The 12.5 week term would provide for more class time and longer
periods for the development <;>f concepts and themes in class.
Current laboratory classes which are one quarter in length can be
converted to the 12.5 week semester easily; however, the year long
lab sequence courses will be problematic.
The curricular revisions would be close to those associated with the
2SPS revisions and could be used to address problems with the
current curricular structure and GE&B.

Features Beneficial to Students
•
•

The unit values would be compatible with other institutions for
transfer students since they would be regular semester units. This
would ease articulation and could speed throughput of transfers.
Longer breaks between terms for students attending two terms will
provide for more earning opportunities to help finance the costs of
education.

Features Beneficial to Faculty
•
•
•

Teaching in two 12.5 week semesters will provide the faculty with a
more flexible schedule for professional development activities during
the year.
The extended term length over quarters will provide the faculty with
more preparation time during the terms.
The availability of regular term teaching assignments other than the
normal academic year exists for faculty interested in a varied cycle.
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•

The trimester calendar for the academic year portion should
coordinate well with the public school system calendar.

Features Beneficial to Academic Support
•

The number of administrative cycles would be reduced from the
quarter system with two terms during the academic year and three
cycles overall as opposed to four cycles.

Structural Features
•

The trimester structure provides for a summer term that can look like
an academic year term. It can be operated as either an equal term
year-round operation or as an optional, reduced enrollment summer
term like our current quarter system.
A Calendar Change Scenario

Based on preliminary discussions with institutions which have recently
changed their calendar systems, the committee proposes that if a new calendar
system is adopted, the change should be effective no earlier than Fall 1997. The
most difficult aspect of a transition from the quarter system to any other
academic year configuration will be the conversion of the curriculum. This
cannot be accomplished by a mere mathematical conversion of units. Rather, it
will involve a complete restructuring of the curriculum, including the attempt
to create an appropriate balance among major, support, GE&B and free elective
units. Such a change would take several years and considerable faculty effort to
complete. The committee believes a minimum of three (3) years and a
maximum of four (4) will be required prior to conversion. Thus, the first new
term would be either Fall, 1996 or Fall, 1997. A calendar change scenario, based
on four years, is as follows.
Year One (1993 - 1994)
Steering Committee appointed. In order to assemble first hand
information, the Steering Committee should visit with one or more institutions
similar to Cal Poly and which have recently changed their calendar system. The
Steering Committee should establish a structure to oversee and implement the
conversion. That structure will need to address the following equally important
concerns:
1. Insure that academic units have sufficient time for curriculum planning,
review and change.
2. Insure that administrative units have sufficient time for process, review
and change.
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3. Development of strong, rational university-wide guidelines for the
conversion of the curriculum:
•

Program construction based on the lowest possible number of units
for a degree.
• Reconfiguration of support course areas and GE&B courses in terms
of concepts and blocks of units.
• A focus on flexibility, especially in GE&B and major courses and
avoiding "bottlenecks".
• Attempt to improve student progress by appropriate course
availability, especially in professional programs.
• · Consideration of total student load allowable per term and the
feasibility of low unit (1 or 2) courses.
Year Two (1994-1995)
Curriculum is revised throughout the university following guidelines. It is
suggested that core courses, that is, those offered as support and GE&B be
restructured first with direct consultation with professional colleges and
efficient feedback. Revised curriculum could start to arrive at the Academic
Senate Curriculum Committee during Spring Quarter 1995.
Year Three (1995-1996)
Review process continues with th~ full Academic Senate and Staff Council
becoming involved in final recommendations.
Year Four (1996-1997)
Construction of the Catalog, flyers, and other announcements;
reprogramming of SIS; scheduling of facilities; advising; student program
deviations and contracts devised; publicity; renovation of articulation
agreements.
Year Five (1997-1998)
IMPLEMENTATION!
Year Six (1998-1999)
Re-evaluation and adjustment of curriculum. ALL SET FOR THE
MILLENNIUM!!
Words of Caution Revisited
•

Pete Goldsmith (Assistant Vice President of Student Affairs) and Tom
Berkhardt (Chair of the University Curriculum Committee), Michigan
State: Given three years transition, some colleges were unable to
complete the task (curricula issues: started out looking at courses,
then went back to curriculum structure, then back to courses). Their
enrollment dropped, with fewer transfers and more graduates.
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Students perceived they would be disadvantaged by the change and
even with massive communication and implementation plans, they
were not able to overcome this perception. The short summer, prior to
implementation, was very difficult for staff (a one time problem).
•

Bob Hannigan, Dean of Admissions and Records, at Humboldt State:
The "Rush to Graduate" far exceeded their projections.

•

Coleman, Bolte & Franklin (1984), in "Academic Calendar Change
Impact on Enrollment Patterns and Instructional Outcomes", Research
in Higher Education, (Vol. 20, No. 2), noted in the Summary and
Conclusions section, that the average student credit hour load
showed a significant reduction at the upper division undergraduate
level of 1.1 hours in a conversion from a quarter system to a semester
system. This reduction contiriued beyond the first transition year and
remained approximately the same for the second year. Moreover, the
misconception that the full-time course load had been reduced from
15 quarter hours to 12 semester hours was widespread. The
perception that a full-time load was based on the number of courses
rather than the number of credit hours was common among
University of Central Florida students, and points to a special need to
emphasize the contrary for any institution undergoing a change to a
semester calendar.
Committee Recommendations

The committee's report attempts to put forth as much information as
possible in an objective manner. An abstract of the material gathered from
publications, consultation with other campuses, faculty and staff surveys,
subcommittees and the committee's understanding of Cal Poly's characteristics
and mission is presented in this report. The committee also gathered several
complete packages of conversion materials from other universities that have
recently changed their calendar systems. This section will not attempt to recap
the various specific concerns of the committee (as they appeared elsewhere) nor
to justify the choices expressed by the members.
In the interest of completeness, it should be noted that student consultation
included ASI representation on the committee and an open request for
comments from students was published in the Cal Poly Report, Student
Edition. Student reaction from other campuses in the midst of an academic
change has been collected, with consensus in reporting that there is a period of
student apprehension followed by a period of transition.
Each of the eight committee members were asked to state their preference
based on the findings presented in this report. Committee members did have
the option of deciding at some point not to endorse additional calendar choices.
Table 6, reflects the committee's opinion
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TABLE 6
COMMITTEE PREFERENCES
Calendar Option
First Choice . . . ...
Second Choice ....
Third Choice .....
Fourth Choice ....

Quarter ·
4Q
0

1
2
1

Modified
Quarter
M4Q
2
4
1

Trimester
3S

0

0

0

Early
Semester
2SPS
6

3
2

0
0

.

1

It would appear, based on the committee's preferences, that the collective

ranking would have the Early Semester as the most preferred calendar option,
followed by a Modified Quarter, the Trimester and finally the status quo.
The modified quarter (M4Q) refers more to modifications in the
curriculum than in the basic quarter structure (timetable). Issues which could be
considered in such a recommendation would include, but not be limited to, the
following:
• Reduction of units required for graduation to degree minimums (186
for BS degrees and 233 for five year programs)
• Elimination of low unit courses (1 or 2 units) with a focus on 4 to 6
unit classes
• Change from 50 minute periods
• Complete revision of GE&B both in concept and curriculum
• Offering of major courses during the Summer quarter in order to use
the facilities more efficiently (year-round operation)
The costs of conversion in both dollars and personnel should not be
underestimated. Significant faculty and staff resources will be required to
accomplish a conversion which will stretch out over several years. The
consequences of redirecting considerable university resources towards a
calendar change will result in less resources being available for routine
activities (e.g., RPT, research, grants, multimedia, etc.). If the decision is for a
calendar change, the implications of this redirection of resources should be
addressed next year. Given the magnitude of the work required for a calendar
change, there must truly be significant faculty and staff support for the change
and the calendar system selected.

